














From: Stuart Peace [mailto:speace@stuartengineering.com] 
Sent: Thursday, February 22, 2007 05:10 AM 
To: sunrise@aspeneg.com 
 
How can I get a more detailed map of the alignment of the West Forest 
Alternate Route specifically from Harbison Canyon to I-8? 
 
If I can not obtain a more detailed map by the 2-24-06 deadline I 
hereby register my opposition to the West Forest Alternate Route 
 
since the public has not been adequately informed of its intended 
route. 
 
  
 
  
 
Stu Peace 
 
President 
 
  
 
STUART ENGINEERING 
Peace Engineering, Inc., 
A California Corporation 
7525 Metropolitan Drive  Suite 308 
San Diego, CA  92108 
(619) 296-1010   (619) 296-9276 FAX 
speace@stuartengineering.com 



From: Denis Trafecanty [mailto:denis@vitalityweb.com] 
Sent: Thursday, February 22, 2007 03:36 AM 
To: 'Billie Blanchard' 
Cc: tmurphy@aspeneg.com 
Subject: FW: Enron clip 
 
Billie, 
 
It would only take you 10 minutes to listen and view this tape.  It 
applies to the California portion only. 
 
Denis T.   
 
Subject: Enron clip 
 
Landowners, 
 
If you never saw the movie Enron: The Smartest Guys in the Room, you 
should view the attached 10-minute clip attached by Laura Copic, who is 
an active member of our group.  See the attachment below.  Remember 
that SDGE was a big part of this whole scam. 
 
Denis T. 
  _____   
 
 
For a ten minute insight into why we should think twice about the de-
regulation of energy markets and cannot depend on energy companies to 
make the right decisions for us, see this clip from the movie Enron: 
The Smartest Guys in the Room regarding Enron's role in the California 
energy crisis...Keep in mind that Enron was not the only player in 
these market manipulations...and ask yourself how this could happen 
with the Cal ISO and FERC in place? 
 
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ANvV0j1xy5Y 
 
Laura Copic 
Carmel Valley Concerned Citizens 
www.cvconcernedcitizens.com <http://www.cvconcernedcitizens.com/> 



TULLOCH FAMILY PARTNERS 
CUMMING TRUST D 

GLENN & MARGARET DROWN 
 
 
Billie Blanchard, CPUC / Lynda Kastoll, BLM 
c/o Aspen Environmental Group 
235 Montgomery Street, Suite 935 
San Francisco, CA 94104-3002 
 
 
Re:  COMMENTS ON PROPOSED AND ALTERNATIVE ROUTES 
 
Tulloch Family Partners is affected by the proposed route and various alternative routes.  The 
line will cross approximately 5.2 miles of family owned land.  Additionally we are targeted as 
the alternative substation site.  There will be significant impacts to our property that can not be 
measured financially.  This land has been with our family for 5 generations and we resent the 
encroachment from within our own property.  Often agriculture is forced out from encroachment 
from neighboring developments but seldom from imposition within its own boundaries.  We are 
opposed to the construction of this line and firmly believe that there are reasonable ways to 
produce the required power within the San Diego area.  These methods may not be of significant 
benefit to SDG&E and thus they are proposing their own method.  We implore the CPUC to 
fully and completely research the “in-basin” alternatives. 
 
Please accept our comments and concerns about the proposed and alternative routes.   Remember 
that we are opposed to the line but also realize there is an impact to us that we must address if the 
line is approved.  I will try to address specific areas that present problems for our families land 
and agricultural operations.  We are mostly affected by the Inland and Central Link route but 
have property along the I-8 alternative as well.   
 
I will address the Central Link section first.  We have lands owned by Cumming Trust D that are 
impacted from MP 108.3 (at Highway 78 crossing) to MP 110 and Tulloch Family Partners land 
from MP 110 to beyond MP 113. 
 

• Why does the proposed alignment have to cross 3 separate legal parcels south of 
Highway 78 to MP 109.5?  This creates an unnecessary financial burden on the land 
owners.  The alignment crosses directly over a cattle watering source which would be lost 
to the easement.  Additionally we have concerns over the impact to cattle that would be 
under the lines for significant amounts of time while watering, if they would even 
continue to use the water source.  The proposed alignment should be amended to follow 
parcel property lines at a minimum. 

 
• The Santa Ysabel SR79 Underground Alternative should be amended to continue south 

underground to approximately the 109.5 MP.  This area is just as much in the view shed 
and just as environmentally sensitive as the lands to the north.  At the 109.5 MP the 
terrain changes  to hillsides, trees, rock and heavier vegetation where undergrounding 
would be more difficult and costly.  However the section from Highway 78 south is flat 
grassland and would be just as easy to underground as the section along Highway 79.  
Why is this section not being looked at for undergrounding?  We would request that we 
be consulted regarding the alignment from the Santa Ysabel town site south to the 
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existing 69KV ROW in order to minimize impacts to our agricultural operations. (The 
maps provided at the scoping meetings were different than those in the mailed notice.  
The underground alternative on the meeting map seemed to address this area.) 

 
• The Santa Ysabel Existing ROW Alternative certainly reduces the visual impacts through 

the SY valley over the proposed route.  The map does not show what would happen to the 
alignment after coming into Santa Ysabel at the existing SY substation.  We would 
request that it continue south and follow the existing 69 KV route for the same reasons 
states in the notice.  It will reduce visual impacts being at the base of the hill and below 
Highway 78 from Julian.  If the alignment is moved to parallel Highway 78 to the MP 
108.3 then cross the valley in the same location as the proposed alignment the visual 
impact will be the same as the proposed route.  It does not make sense to put the line 
across the middle of the valley when there is already an easement, roads and access along 
the existing route.  We do not buy into the argument by the County of San Diego that the 
land north of Santa Ysabel is more sensitive than the private lands.  In fact this land was 
owned and grazed by the same people that own the remaining private land.  (The maps 
provided at the scoping meetings were different than those in the mailed notice.  The 
underground alternative on the meeting map seemed to address this area.) 

 
• The argument from the County of San Diego that the Santa Ysabel Existing ROW 

Alternative would impact their sensitive lands does not hold water.  They currently have 
no regard for the management of their land as evidenced by the fact that they allow free, 
uncontrolled grazing of Santa Ysabel Reservation cattle.  We have requested numerous 
times that the County work with neighboring ranchers and their management plan with 
no response.  Therefore we must believe that they do not have much regard for the 
biology of the land and the proposed power line will not be much of an impact. 

 
• The map SY-09 provided to us by Aspen shows the SY underground alternative coming 

to MP SY-9.2 where it would transition above ground.  From there the proposed route 
runs right through the middle of parcel 2481300600 south to the existing 69KV line.  
This alignment should be adjusted to follow a parcel boundary line until reaching the 
existing 69KV alignment. 

 
• The map SY-09 shows the underground alternative following the south property line of 

parcels 2480300800 and 2480300700 but then follows an existing ranch road crossing 
parcels 2480300600, 2480300500, 2480201200 and 2480201200.  We would ask that the 
alignment be adjusted to follow the south boundary of these four parcels as well and then 
locate the transition location at the point the line reaches parcel 2481300600 as 
referenced in the previous point. 
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• The SDG&E Central South Alternative Substation is upon our land and will have a 

tremendous impact upon our ranching operation.  We could loose up to 100 acres of 
prime grazing land that is currently enrolled in Williamson Act contracts.  This location 
is a significant distance from any public road and will cause severe impact to several 
residents located on private property there.   We have not received any indication of how 
the site would be accessed from Highway 78.  Using current ranch roads is completely 
unacceptable as this would pass within feet of a new residence on the ranch.  Creating a 
new access road suitable for use by SDG&E will place a tremendous scar on terrain.  
There is very rough and rocky terrain between the site and Highway 78.  This location for 
a substation should be removed from any proposed or alternative routes.  The existing 
substation at Santa Ysabel provides much easier access and less impact to the 
environment. 

 
• The CNF alternative is the most reasonable and direct route to take along the proposed 

route.  This area of the route is extremely rocky and rough and routing the line along the 
proposed route, avoiding the current 69KV alignment, is just not reasonable.  The 
existing 69KV route across Cleveland Forest land is not visible from Highway 78.  The 
new proposed alignment would be quite visible.  Additionally it would require new roads 
and access through very rough terrain which would be quite costly.   

 
 
Again we ask that you give great consideration to the burdens this line places upon many 
landowners that are enrolled in Williamson Act contracts in order to keep our lands from 
development pressures.  Allowing construction of this line across those lands will have an 
impact upon the agricultural operations by adding increased traffic for maintenance and 
repair operations.  Cattle grazing is generally a passive operation and disturbances to them 
will result in them not utilizing the land.  Once we loose the benefit of being able to graze the 
land because of human intrusion and interruption, we have to look to other methods of 
generating income.  That typically leads to development of the land.  So, please look to the 
‘in-basin” alternatives to resolve this issue. 
 
Respectfully submitted 
 
 
Glenn E. Drown 




















